contribute to a discrete hazard, namely that of a shock or
electrocution.  I further find that the likelihood of dislodg-
ment was probable and certainly not so remote as to be
inconsequential if normal mining operations continued.

Remoteness in time or space are undoubtedly important in
determining whether an underlying violation could significantly
and substantially contribute to a discrete and fqrseeable
hazard.  But where, as here, the chain of causation (vibration
or derailment) is direct and predictable and a hidden hazard
could exist for an indeterminate time before abatement or injury
there is no merit in the contention that uncertainty as to the
exact time of occurrence bars a finding of significant and
substantial contribution.

The same reasoning applies to the claim that a dislodgment
by derailment would almost surely sever the wires and break the
lethal connection.  In the inspector's contrary opinion, to
which I give deference, it was "very likely" that the wires
would remain twisted or squeezed and the circuit complete.
Viewed from the standpoint most favorable to safety, I find
that it was at least as probable as not that the circuit would
not be broken and therefore the hazard was real.  Because of
its hidden nature it was certainly a hazard likely to occur
before the operator would discover and voluntarily abate it.
This condition like the well known booby trap is most likely
to lurk until some unwary individual trips it.

As Prosser notes:  "The defendant who set a bomb which
explodes ten years later, or mails a box of poisoned chocolates
from California to Delaware, has caused the result, and should
obviously bear the consequences."  Prosser on Torts, supra,
p. 253.  Here, of course, we are trying to forecast the likeli-
hood of an adverse consequence and are denied the insight that
comes from hindsight after an actual injury has occurred.
Nevertheless common sense and unhappy experience show that
either view reinforces the picture of a stage set for disaster
for some unwary individual.

In my judgment, when an underlying violation sets the stage
and provides a contributing cause of a major hazard its remote-
ness in time or space is irrelevant and immaterial.  Compare,
Consolidation Coal Company, supra, 6 FMSHRC 194 (Causative
chain of a danger in a mine may have many links) .  The purpose
of the law is to nip nascent hazards in the bud and not to
find excuses for condoning them by trivializing the penalty.

A significant and substantial cause need not be the only
cause, nor the last nor nearest cause.  It is sufficient if it
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